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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 12/24/2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Regarding claims 17-20, 24-25, 56, and 58-73, Applicant argues, of the remarks, 
that IEE in view of Laakso do not disclose, teach, or suggest "(1 ) granting means for 
granting a transmission capacity subscriber station-specific; (2) transmitting means for 
transmitting capacity grant messages to at least one subscriber station; (3) monitoring 
by the base station of at least one of capacity request messages received from the at 
least one subscriber station, capacity grant messages sent by a base station and data 
transmission received from the at least one subscriber stations. " 

IEE in view of LaaKso clearly disclose (1 ) granting means for granting a 
transmission capacity subscriber station-specific (see IEEE, pg.83, section 6.2.5 
(specifying a scheduling service, the BS can anticipate the throughput and latency 
needs of the uplink traffic and provide polls and/or grants at the appropriate times to 
subscriber) and pg.86, section 6.2.6.1 (grant per subscriber station)); 

(2) transmitting means for transmitting capacity grant messages to at least one 
subscriber station (see IEEE, pg.86, section 6.2.6.1 and 6.2.6.3 (grants per subscriber 
station)) 

(3) monitoring by the base station (BS) (col.4, lines 21-31 ) of at least one of 
capacity request messages received from the at least one subscriber station (MS) (see 
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Laakso, abstract (lines 1-4), col.3, lines 38-43, and col.2, lines 24-25, uplink TPC 
command is a request power change at the base station), capacity grant messages sent 
by a base station (see Laakso, col. 10, lines 15-32) and data transmission received from 
the at least one subscriber stations (see Laakso, col.2, lines 24-25, uplink TPC 
command is a request power change at the base station). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 17-20, 24-25, 56, and 58-73 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over IEEE Std 802.16-2001 in view of Laakso (U.S.Pat-6671512). 

Regarding claims 1 7 and 61 , IEEE teaches an apparatus/a method, comprising: 

granting means for granting a transmission capacity subscriber station-specific 
(pg.83, section 6.2.5); 

transmitting means for transmitting capacity grant messages to at least one 
subscriber station (pg.86, section 6.2.6.1) 

IEEE fails to specifically disclose monitoring by the base station of at least one of 
capacity request messages received from the at least one subscriber station, capacity 
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grant messages sent by a base station and data transmission received from the at least 
one subscriber stations. 

However, Laakso teaches monitoring by the base station of at least one of 
capacity request messages received from the at least one subscriber station (abstract, 
col.4, lines 21-31), capacity grant messages sent by a base station (col. 10, lines 15-32) 
and data transmission received from the at least one subscriber stations (col. 2, lines 24- 
25, uplink TPC command is a request power change at the base station). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to apply the teaching of Laakso to IEEE to be 
minimizes collisions in the communication and reduces the number of retries needed for 
a successful transmission. 

Regarding claim 18 , IEEE and Laakso further teach the base station of claim 17, 
wherein the base station is configured to monitor data based on messages and 
transmissions using a memory table (see IEEE, table 58, pg.85, section 6.2.5-6.2.5.4). 

Regarding claim 19 , IEEE and Laakso further teach the base station of claim 17, 
wherein the base station is further configured to avoid a mismatch between a granted 
capacity (see Laakso, col.1 , lines 45-52) and data received from a subscriber station 
using information based on request messages (see Laakso, col.1, lines 20-26), capacity 
grant messages and received transmissions (see Laakso, abstract, col.1, lines 20-26). 

Regarding claims 20 and 64 , IEEE teaches an apparatus/ a computer program 
embodied on a computer-readable medium, comprising: 



Application/Control Number: 10/630,971 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2617 

first transmitting means for transmitting capacity request messages of at least 
one connection (pg.86, section 6.2.6.1); 

receiving means for receiving capacity grant messages from a base station 
(pg.83, section 6.2.5); 

IEEE fails to specifically disclose allocating means for allocating connection- 
specific a capacity granted by a base station; second transmitting means for 
transmitting messages, wherein the messages comprise information based on previous 
capacity requests of a subscriber station; and third transmitting means for transmitting 
data according to a capacity allocation made by the subscriber station. 

However, Laakso teaches allocating means for allocating connection-specific a 
capacity granted by a base station (abstract, col.4, lines 21-31, col. 10, lines 15-32); 
second transmitting means for transmitting messages (col. 10, lines 15-32), wherein the 
messages comprise information based on previous capacity requests of a subscriber 
station (col. 2, lines 24-25, uplink TPC command is a request power change at the base 
station); and third transmitting means for transmitting data according to a capacity 
allocation made by the subscriber station (col. 10, lines 15-32) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to apply the teaching of Laakso to IEEE to be 
minimizes collisions in the communication and reduces the number of retries needed for 
a successful transmission. 
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Regarding claims 24 and 66 , IEEE teaches an apparatus/ a computer program 
embodied on a computer-readable medium, comprising: 

a receiver configured to receive capacity request messages from at least one 
subscriber station (pg.86, section 6.2.6.1); and 

a processor configured to, 

grant a transmission capacity subscriber station-specific (pg.83, section 6.2.5), 
transmit capacity grant messages to the at least one subscriber station (pg.86, section 
6.2.6.1); and 

IEEE fails to specifically disclose monitoring request messages received from the 
at least one subscriber stations, capacity grant messages sent by a base station and 
data transmissions received from the at least one subscriber station. 

However, Laakso teaches monitoring request messages received from the at 
least one subscriber stations (abstract, col.4, lines 21-31), capacity grant messages 
sent by a base station (col. 10, lines 15-32) and data transmissions received from the at 
least one subscriber station (col. 2, lines 24-25, uplink TPC command is a request power 
change at the base station). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to apply the teaching of Laakso to IEEE to be 
minimizes collisions in the communication and reduces the number of retries needed for 
a successful transmission. 
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Regarding claim 25 , IEEE teaches an apparatus comprising: 

a transmitter configured to transmit capacity request messages of at least one 
connection (pg.86, section 6.2.6.1); and 

a processor configured to, 

IEEE fails to specifically disclose allocate connection-specific a capacity granted 
by a base station; transmit message wherein the message comprise information on 
previous capacity request; and transmit data from a subscriber station according to a 
capacity allocation made by the subscriber station. 

However, Laakso teaches allocate connection-specific a capacity granted by a 
base station (abstract, col .4, lines 21-31, col. 10, lines 15-32); transmit message wherein 
the message comprise information on previous capacity request (col. 2, lines 24-25, 
uplink TPC command is a request power change at the base station); and transmit data 
from a subscriber station according to a capacity allocation made by the subscriber 
station (col. 10, lines 15-32). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to apply the teaching of Laakso to IEEE to be 
minimizes collisions in the communication and reduces the number of retries needed for 
a successful transmission. 

Regarding claim 56 , IEEE teaches a method, comprising: 

transmitting capacity request messages of at least one connection (pg.86, 
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section 6.2.6.1); 

receiving capacity grant messages from a base station (pg.83, section 6.2.5); 
connection-specifically allocating a capacity granted by the base station (pg.84, 
section 6.2.5.2); 

IEEE fails to specifically disclose transmitting messages, wherein the messages 
comprise information based on previous capacity requests of a subscriber station; and 
for transmitting data according to a capacity allocation made by the subscriber station. 

However, Laakso teaches transmitting messages (col. 10, lines 15-32), wherein 
the messages comprise information based on previous capacity requests of a 
subscriber station(col.2, lines 24-25, uplink TPC command is a request power change at 
the base station); and for transmitting data according to a capacity allocation made by 
the subscriber station (col. 10, lines 15-32). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to apply the teaching of Laakso to IEEE to be 
minimizes collisions in the communication and reduces the number of retries needed for 
a successful transmission. 

Regarding claim 58 , IEEE and Laakso further teach the method of claim 56, 
wherein the transmitting comprises transmitting an update message that replaces at the 
base station (see Laakso, col. 2, lines 24-25) a previous information connection- 
specifically (see Laakso, col. 2, lines 24-25 and col. 10, lines 10-35). 

Regarding claim 59 , IEEE and Laakso further teach the method of claim 56, 



Application/Control Number: 10/630,971 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2617 

wherein the transmitting comprises transmitting an update message that replaces 
information based on a need for bandwidth for a connection (see IEEE, pg.87, section 
6.2.6.3). 

Regarding claim 60 , IEEE and Laakso further teach the method of claim 56, 
further comprising: transmitting update messages comprising information based on 
previous capacity requests (see Laakso, col.2, lines 24-25), wherein the update 
messages replace at the base station previous information on a connection (see 
Laakso, col.2, lines 24-25 and col. 10, lines 10-35). 

Regarding claim 62 , IEEE and Laakso further teach the method of claim 61 , 
further comprising: monitoring data based on messages and transmissions using a 
memory table (see IEEE, table 58, pg.85, section 6.2.5-6.2.5.4). 

Regarding claim 63 . IEEE and Laakso further teach the method of claim 61 , 
wherein the monitoring comprises using information based on the request messages 
(see Laakso, abstract), the capacity grant messages (see Laakso, col.1, lines 20-26) 
and the received transmissions for avoiding a mismatch between a granted capacity 
and data received from a subscriber station (see Laakso, col.1 , lines 45-52). 

Regarding claim 65 is rejected with the same reasons set forth in claim 60. 

Regarding claim 67 . IEEE and Laakso further teach the computer program of 
claim 66, further comprising: receiving update messages comprising information based 
on previous capacity requests (see Laakso, col.2, lines 24-25), wherein the update 
messages replace previous information on a connection (see Laakso, col.2, lines 24-25 
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and col. 10, lines 10-35). 

Regarding claim 68 is rejected with the same reasons set forth in claim 62. 

Regarding claim 69 is rejected with the same reasons set forth in claim 63. 
Regarding claim 70 is rejected with the same reasons set forth in claim 60. 
Regarding claim 71 is rejected with the same reasons set forth in claim 60. 
Regarding claim 72 is rejected with the same reasons set forth in claim 63. 
Regarding claim 73 is rejected with the same reasons set forth in claim 60. 
Conclusion 

3. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 



Application/Control Number: 10/630,971 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 2617 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to KHAI M. NGUYEN whose telephone number is 
(571)272-7923. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Vincent P. Harper can be reached on 571 .272.7605. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/VINCENT P. HARPER/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2617 



/Khai M Nguyen/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2617 
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